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JURISDICTIONAL STATEMENT. 


The bankrupt filed his voluntary petition in bankruptcy 
in the District Court of the United States for the District 
of Columbia on May 12th, 1943 and was adjudicated bankrupt 
the same day and the proceedings were referred to Fred J. 
Eden, Referee in Bankruptcy for further proceedings. On 
June 1st, 1943 the Referee signed an order fixing August 2, 
1943 as the last date for filing objections to the bankrupt’s 
discharge. The Morris Plan Industrial Bank of New York, 
56 East 42nd Street, New York, N. Y., a creditor scheduled 
as such in this proceeding by the bankrupt, filed specifica¬ 
tions of objection to the discharge of the bankrupt (Appel¬ 
lant's App. 1, 2). On September 14, 1943 a hearing on the 
objections was held before Referee Eden at which hearing 
the bankrupt and the objector were represented by counsel 
(Appellant's App. 3), and at the conclusion of the hearing 
the Referee dismissed the objections and on September 15, 
1943 made an order dismissing the objections. The objector 
filed with the Referee a petition for a review of such order, 
pursuant to Section 39 e. of the Bankruptcy Act, and the 
Referee certified the matter to the District Court bv certifi- 
cate dated October 14, 1943. The review was argued before 
Hon. F. Dickinson Letts, District Judge, and on December 
20, 1943 Judge Letts made an order dismissing the petition 
for review and confirming the order of the Referee. A notice 
of appeal to this Court from the order of Judge Letts was 
filed on January 7, 1944. 

Jurisdiction of the Court below is based on the provisions 
of Section 2 of the Bankruptcy Act; Act June 22, 1938, 
c. 575, § 1 (52 Stat. S42-S44), U. S. C., Title 11, § 2. 

Jurisdiction of this Court is based on the provisions of 
Sections 24 and 25 of the Act of June 22, 1938, c. 575 (52 
Stat. 854-855), U. S. C., Title 11, §§ 47 and 48. 
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE. 

(All numbers in parentheses (), refer to pages of Appel¬ 
lant's Appendix.) 

Two objections to the discharge were tried before the 
Referee. 

Objection “A” charges the bankrupt with having obtained 
on November 6, 1939, $780 on credit from the objector, The 
Morris Plan Industrial Bank of New York, by making a 
materially false statement in writing respecting his financial 
condition. Objection “B” charges the bankrupt with having 
obtained $200 on credit from Railroad Employees Personal 
Loan Company on November 21, 1939 by making a materially 
false statement in writing respecting his financial condition. 
The falsity with respect to both statements is the omission 
therefrom of a legal obligation for unpaid rent due to Fred 
F. French Management Company, for $329.51 (1, 2). 

The bankrupt was the only witness. The evidence, how¬ 
ever, consisted not only of the bankrupt's testimony as an 
interested party, but also of documents written and signed 
by the bankrupt in 1939. 

The following facts are either admitted or were proven: 
On November 6,1939 bankrupt obtained a loan in the amount 
of $780 from the objecting creditor (4, 5) for which he had 
made written application (5) in evidence as Objecting Cred¬ 
itor’s Exhibit 1 (24, 25, 26), setting forth installment ob¬ 
ligations aggregating $1100 and stating his total debts were 
$1300. The application states that all statements therein 
“are true and complete and are made to induce the Bank to 
make this loan” and in addition, as a supplement to the 
application, the bankrupt stated in writing that he had “no 
legal claims of any kind whatsoever standing against me 
other than those listed in my application. I make the above 
representations for the purpose of obtaining credit and with 
the knowledge that you will rely on them” (26). 

On November 21, 1939, bankrupt applied to and received 
from the Railroad Employees Personal Loan Company a $200 
loan (16,17), and submitted to it a “Statement for Purpose 
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of Obtaining a Loan or Extension of Credit,” in evidence 
as Exhibit 6 (29, 30). 

Bankrupt did not list in this statement, which called not 
only for admitted debts, but also for a listing of all claims 


made against him, the following: 

Fred F. French Management Co.at least $349.51 

Anton Krebs, a dentist. $190.00 


It appears that on November 6,1939, about three weeks previ¬ 
ous to this transaction, and the same day he got his loan from 
the Morris Plan Bank, he had sent a check to Fred F. French 
Management Co. on account (Exhibit 4—p. 28), and he knew 
that Dr. Krebs had billed him for $190 (17) and he did not 
claim that his debt to Dr. Krebs was “disputed” in his sched¬ 
ules in bankruptcy (16). Furthermore, by omitting the 
^French debt, which was for unpaid rent for which he had 
been dispossessed (8) and the Dr. Krebs claim, which he 
now says was disputed, the bankrupt could and did give the 
impression that while he did have outside debts, their status 
was “Payments up to date.” 

With respect to the Morris Plan application, the amount 
of total debts therein stated was $1300. The Referee found 
as a fact that this was false to the extent of $304.51 (35), 
and hence the bankrupt should have put down $1600 instead 
of $1300 as his total debts. 

The installment obligations itemized in the application 
would have accounted for but $1100 of the total debts, leav¬ 
ing $500 owed and not on an installment basis. The Referee 
regarded this as immaterial (35). 

The Referee dismissed the objections to discharge on the 
grounds (1) the statements were not materially false, and 
(2) there was no testimony of reliance (23). On review, 
the District Court affirmed the order of the Referee, and from 
the order of the District Court this appeal is taken. 
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STATUTES INVOLVED. 

The material and relevant portions of Section 14 of the 
Bankruptcy Act are as follows: 

“Sec. 14. Discharges, When Granted—* * * 

c. The court shall grant the discharge unless satis¬ 
fied that the bankrupt has * * * (3) obtained money 
or property on credit, or obtained an extension or 
renewal of credit, by making or publishing or causing 
to be made or published in any manner whatsoever, 
a materially false statement in writing respecting his 
financial condition. # * *: 

Provided, That if, upon the hearing of an objection 
to the discharge, the objector shall show to the satis¬ 
faction of the court that there are reasonable grounds 
for believing that the bankrupt has committed any 
of the acts which, under this subdivision c, would 
prevent his discharge in bankruptcy, then the burden 
of proving that he has not committed any of such 
acts shall be upon the bankrupt.” 

Act of June 22,1938, c. 575 (52 Stat. S50), U. S. C., 
Title II, §32 c. 

STATEMENT OF POINTS. 

1. The burden was on the bankrupt to show he had not 
committed the acts charged, and he did not prove his 
innocence. 

2. It was error for the Referee and the Court below to 
find that the statements were not materially false. 

3. It was error for the Referee and the Court below to 
find that where, as here, written statements are made 
for the purpose of obtaining credit, and the credit re¬ 
quested has been obtained, reliance on the statements 
will not be presumed by natural inference. 
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SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT. 

The bankrupt's discharge should be denied and the objec¬ 
tions thereto sustained where, as here, reasonable grounds 
are shown for believing that the bankrupt has obtained 
money on credit by making materially false statements in 
writing respecting his financial condition, as charged in the 
specifications. 

The statements themselves which are in evidence here 
show by their very terms that the only purpose for which 
thev were made was to induce the lenders to extend the 
bankrupt credit in reliance thereon, and since the credit was 
extended almost immediately after the submission of the 
statements to the lenders, it must be presumed that such 
extension of credit was in reliance on the statements, and 
the burden of showing otherwise is then upon the bankrupt 
and such burden he did not assume in this case. 

The studied, careful omission from his credit statements 
by the bankrupt of a liability, past due, for unpaid rent on 
an apartment from which he had been dispossessed, in an 
amount equal or exceeding his entire monthly salary is a 
material omission as a matter of law. A lender is entitled 
to true answers from a borrower respecting his debts and 
in the case of a salaried man a past due debt amounting 
at least to his entire monthly income is not to be deemed 
immaterial. 

ARGUMENT. 

POINT I. 

THE BANKRUPT DID NOT PROVE HE HAD NOT COM¬ 
MITTED THE ACTS CHARGED. 

The proviso added to Section 14 c. of the Bankruptcy Act 
revolutionized the procedure on discharge. No longer may 
the bankrupt rest on the infirmities of the objector’s case. 
Once a prima facie case appears “the laboring oar passes to 
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his (the bankrupt’s) hands and he must bring the boat to 
shore.” 


Federal Provision Co. v. Ershowsky, 2 Cir., 94 F. 

2d 574. 

There is no dispute in this case about the fundamental 
facts, and hence this Court is not bound to accept the 
Referee’s erroneous conclusions of law based on the undis¬ 
puted facts. The obtaining of the‘credit, the making of the 
statements, and the falsity of the statements are found by 
the Referee to be facts, and it is difficult to see how he could 
have found otherwise. Under these circumstances the bur¬ 
den was on the bankrupt to prove he had not obtained money 
on credit by making false statements in writing respecting 
his financial condition. 

In re Smatlak , 7 Cir., 99 F. 2d 6S7; 

In re Finn, 3 Cir., 119 F. 2d 656. 


POINT II. 

RELIANCE WAS PROVEN CIRCUMSTANTIALLY. 

The Morris Plan application, Exhibit 1 (24, 25, 26) is 
“made to induce the Bank to make this loan” and is “for the 
purpose of obtaining credit.” The Bank did make the loan 
applied for and the bankrupt got the credit. 

The loan company statement, Exhibit 6 (29, 30) ends in 
heavy type with the following : 

“The foregoing statement is made by me with the 
intent that it shall be relied upon by Railroad Em¬ 
ployees’ Personal Loan Company in extending credit 
to me, and with the understanding that any materially 
false statement made by me herein may subject me 
to the penalties prescribed by law for obtaining money 
or credit by means of a fraudulent statement.” 
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The bankrupt’s testimony with respect to this statement 
was that he knew at that time that Dr. Krebs had sent him 
a bill (17), that he knew about the Fred F. French Manage¬ 
ment Company claim and that he got the loan after he gave 
the loan company the statement, and it was conceded that 
the amount of the loan obtained was $200.00 (17). 

The Referee in his Certificate on Review, correctly states 
that reliance must be shown. The Referee, however, im¬ 
properly failed to consider the fact that reliance may be 
shown circumstantially as well as directly. 

There are several cases directly in point on the proposi¬ 
tion of law, that where the objector has shown only as shown 
in this case, reliance would be presumed and the burden 
shifts to the bankrupt to overcome the inference. For ex¬ 
ample : 

“On September 6, 1932, a judgment was docketed 
against the bankrupt for the sum of $497.48 in the 
Municipal Court of the City of New York, State of 
New York. On January 3, 1940 the bankrupt bor¬ 
rowed $34.82 from the Family Finance Corporation. 
In order to obtain such loan the bankrupt made a 
financial statement in writing in which he stated, 
among other things, ‘To induce you (Family Finance 
Corporation) to extend credit to me, I do hereby state 
the facts to be: 1. That I am not indebted to any 
person, firm or corporation.’ On November 8, 1940 
on the voluntary petition of the bankrupt he was ad¬ 
judicated such. 

To bar a discharge for making a materially false 
financial statement in writing respecting the bank¬ 
rupt’s financial condition it is necessary not only for 
the creditor to show a false financial statement in 
writing respecting the bankrupt’s financial condition 
but that the creditor from whom the money was ob¬ 
tained relied upon such statement. See in re Day, 
11 F. Supp. 400; International Shoe Co. v. Kahn, 22 
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Fed. (2d) 131. Reliance by a lender of money may 
be established by circumstances indicating that it ex¬ 
tended .credit upon a false financial statement. 

There was received in evidence not only proof of 
the judgment but the financial statement which con¬ 
tains the words above quoted to the effect that the 
financial statement is made in order to obtain credit. 
That was all that the creditor was required to prove 
in the first instance. The burden was then upon the 
bankrupt to go forward with evidence showing that 
he was not served with the summons of the State 
Court which resulted in the judgment and that in fact 
the Family Finance Corporation which made the loan 
to him did not extend credit relying upon the financial 
statement. The bankrupt has not offered any proof 
rebutting the proof of the creditor that the Family 
Finance Corporation relied upon the financial state¬ 
ment and extended credit as a result thereof. 

In the absence of proof to the contrary where it ap¬ 
pears that there were materially false representations 
made by a debtor in order to obtain a loan and that 
the financial statement contains a provision that the 
financial statement is made in order to obtain credit, 
it may be inferred that ‘the action was in reliance on 
and induced by the representations; and the burden 
shifts to the falsifier to overcome the inference/ In re 
Neuman, 251 Fed. 667/' 

In re Riceputo, 41 F. Supp. 926 E. D. N. Y., 11- 
17-41, Moscowitz, D.J. 

Judge Forman, writing for the New Jersey District Court, 
said: 


“The Referee refused to consider the evidence sub¬ 
mitted in connection with the statement made to the 
Chester Company because it was not followed up with 
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evidence of reliance by that company on the state¬ 
ment. 

The cases of In re Feldman, 7 Cir., 86 F. 2d 495; 
In re Neuman, D. C., 251 F. 667; and In re Read, 
D. C., 191 F. 920, amplify the Referee’s statement of 
the applicable law, indicating that reliance by the 
creditor may be proved from circumstantial evidence. 
Incidentally, we do not think this proposition has 
been overlooked as the objecting creditor contends, 
for we find the following pertinent statement by the 
Referee during the course of the proceedings before 
him: 

‘The law is that the falsity of the statement must 
be at the time it is made, intentionally and knowingly 
false for the purpose of deceiving the Morris Plan 
Industrial Bank or any other creditor. That is the 
law as laid down in all the cases and consequently, 
the mental attitude of the person signing a statement 
is an element. Of course, you can’t prove a mental 
action. You can only prove a mental action or intent 
by circumstances indicating that it must have been 
intentionally and knowingly made with guilty knowl¬ 
edge in the mind of the person who makes it’ (Tran¬ 
script ; page 23). 

Our problem is whether the evidence before the 
Referee supports his decision, did the testimony show 
that the creditor had produced reasonable grounds 
to prevent the discharge, and, if so, has the bankrupt 
sustained her burden in rebuttal. 

The Referee in confining himself to the two credi¬ 
tors above has failed to consider the omission of the 
Household Finance Corporation which was a creditor 
at the time the statement was made to the Bank. As 
indicated above the only explanation offered by the 
bankrupt to justify this was the fact that the margin 
reserved for the designation of creditors was not large 
enough to include this creditor. 
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We also feel that the Referee’s disregard of the 
statement given to the Chester Company is erroneous. 
We do not understand that he refused to consider this 
because the objection to the financial statement was 
not made by it. On the contrary, the Referee states 
in his certificate that ‘it is the law that an objecting 
creditor can rely for opposing the discharge of a bank¬ 
rupt on a false financial statement given to another 
creditor.’ This statement is supported by the cases 
of Sadler v. Hirshberg Bros., 6 Cir., 23 F. 2d 245, and 
In re Kraemer, D. C., 17 F. 2d 110. The disregard 
of this evidence, then, must be based upon lack of 
relevancv. We think, however that the evidence is 
material because it bears upon and demonstrates the 
bankrupt’s intent in that she persistently omitted a 
complete list of her creditors in these financial state¬ 
ments. 

We think that reliance upon the part of these credi¬ 
tors may be inferred. The statements were the bases 
and conditions of credit. Of such statements the court 
in the case of In re Reed, supra (191 F. 930) observed: 
‘The statement was asked and furnished as a basis 
for credit, and the relation between the representa¬ 
tion and the shipment of the merchandise was so close 
that the conclusion is only reasonable that the credi¬ 
tor parted with the merchandise on the strength of 
the representation.’ 191 F. 920, 930. 

The case of In re Perlmutter, D. C., 256 F. 860, 866, 
makes the following pertinent statement: ‘A rational 
being is presumed to intend the natural and probable 
consequences of his words and conduct, and Joseph 
Perlmutter, in issuing the statement, is presumed to 
have intended the effect it produced upon the Title 
Company. The latter had a right to assume that the 
statement was true, and, as it parted with its money 
on the strength of the statement, the person respon¬ 
sible for the untruth, in the absence of proof showing 



11 


the contrary, will be presumed to have intended to 
hide from the lender the firm’s true financial condi¬ 
tion. When the objecting creditors showed that this 
statement was untrue in a material respect, that the 
bankrupts had obtained money from the bank on the 
credit of it, and that its untruthfulness related to a 
subject within the knowledge of Joseph who gave cur¬ 
rency to the untruth, they had made a prima facie 
case disentitling him to a discharge.’ 

The Supreme Court in the case of Morimura, Arai 
& Co. v. Taback, 279 U. S. 24, 33, 49 S. Ct. 212, 73 
L. Ed. 586, indicated that Section 14, sub. b(3), the 
present section of the Act involved herein covers false 
statements intentionallv made, or those with reckless 
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indifference to the true facts.” 

In re Sheridan, 34 F. Supp. 2S6. 

Referee Peter B. Olney in an unreported decision in a case 
in the Southern District of New York In re Orbach, S. D. 
No. 81447, considering the precise point discussed, held, 
after first setting forth an application form which stated as 
do the statements here at issue, that it was made for the 
purpose of obtaining a loan, as follows: 

“There was no direct testimony by any witness that 
objecting creditor, in making the loan to bankrupt, 
did so in reliance upon bankrupt’s financial statement 
> heretofore referred to. 

The first question that arises is whether on the above 
proof objecting creditor has made out a prima facie 
case on specification 1. 

It is well settled that reliance upon a false finan¬ 
cial statement must be established in order to bar a 
discharge, Collier on Bankruptcy, 14th Edit., Vol. 1, 
p. 1341 and cases there cited including Widder v. 
Seif, C. C. A. 2nd, 94 Fed. 2nd 6, 35 A. B. R. N. S. 631. 
In re Riceputo, E. D. N. Y. 41 Fed. Supp. 926, while 
recognizing that reliance is a necessary element of 
- objecting creditor’s proof, Judge Moscowitz holds as 
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follows: ‘In the absence of proof, to the contrary where 
it appears that there was materially false represen¬ 
tations made by a debtor in order to obtain a loan 
and that the financial statement contains a provision 
that the financial statement is made in order to obtain 
credit, it may be inferred that the action was in re¬ 
liance on and induced by the representations; and 
the burden shifts to the falsifier to overcome the in¬ 
ference.’ 

As authority Judge Moseowitz cites re Neuman, 
D. C. Montana, 251 Fed. 667, which is to the same 
effect. Also to the same effect see Re Reed, D. C. 
W. D. Oklahoma, 191 Fed. 920, 930; Re Feldman. 
C. C. A. 7th, 86 Fed. 2nd 495; Re Sheridan, D. C. N. J. 
34 Fed. Sup. 2S6, 43 A. B. R. N. S. 246 and cases 
cited. 

I have found no decision directly on this point by 
the Circuit Court of Appeals for the 2nd Circuit or 
a decision of the District Court for the Southern Dis¬ 
trict of New York. The language of the opinion in 
Widder v. Seif, C. C. A. 2nd, supra, is such as to be 
susceptible of interpretation as an endorsement of 
the principle laid down in re Riceputo. However, an 
examination of the record on appeal shows that there 
was testimony of reliance by witnesses (record pp. 
288, 291, 393). 

In my opinion the proposition of law laid down in 
Riceputo is a sound one and knowing of no decision 
to the contrary in this circuit, I shall follow it and 
hold that objecting creditor made out a prima facie 
case on the first specification casting the burden of 
proof on the bankrupt. Bankruptcy Act Sec. 14c*7 
the proviso.” 

The appellant therefore urges that the Referee erred as a 
matter of law in holding that there was no proof of reliance 
sufficient to cast the burden of explanation upon the bank¬ 
rupt. 
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POINT III. 

THE STATEMENT WAS MATERIALLY FALSE AS A 
MATTER OF LAW. 

Here we have the ease of a man making about $330.00 a 
month and already owing over $1400.00 on outside obliga¬ 
tions applying to a loan company for $200.00; certainly this 
applicant’s financial condition was even then undeniably 
weak. The letters in evidence from the bankrupt to the land¬ 
lord would indicate that the bankrupt was well aware of an 
obligation of over $300.00 which he owed for non-payment 
of rent, having been dispossessed from the apartment, and 
the conclusion is inescapable that the bankrupt deliberately 
omitted to mention this obligation knowing fully well that 
for one in his already precarious financial condition, the list¬ 
ing of an obligation which was then considerably past due 
would militate against his obtaining the credit sought. There 
is no testimony by the bankrupt that he disclosed this obli¬ 
gation to the loan company. It was certainly material to 
the risk for the loan company to know of all claims against 
the bankrupt, so that it could form an intelligent opinion as 
to whether it would be safe for it to extend to the bankrupt 
the credit he requested. It does not speak well for a credit 
applicant if he has a claim against him for unpaid rent. It 
shows that he has not been able to live within his means and 
it further indicates that having defaulted on a lease he would 
be likely to default on a loan. 

The law is clear, that where, as here, a bankrupt has inten¬ 
tionally or otherwise omitted a substantial claim against 
him from a statement made for the purpose of obtaining 
credit, the discharge must be denied. For example: 

“There is little or no dispute about the facts. 

The bankrupt obtained the money in the form of a 
loan from the Personal Finance Company, by means 
of a written statement respecting his financial condi¬ 
tion. The issue is whether or not such statement was 
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a materially false one. In my opinion there is no 
question but that it was a materially false statement. 

Of course, there may occasionally arise some trifling 
error in a statement of this kind, due to a plain mis¬ 
take or for some other immaterial reason but no such 
thing occurred here. 

The bankrupt stated that the only other debt that 
he owed was that due to the Morris Plan Bank and as 
to this he put it at $156, instead of $180.00. Such a 
difference, when obtaining a loan in the circumstances 
here, may or not be immaterial. But he made no 
mention of the fact that lie also owed a material bal¬ 
ance to a department store and a substantial debt of 
some $00.00, to a motors company. Nor did he dis¬ 
close that he was a comaker and indorser on other 
loans made to him and others by the Morris Plan 
Bank. The sum total of these debts, including the 
one disclosed by him amounts to approximately 
$545.00. 

The learned referee apparently had some hesitation 
in overlooking such situation, for his conclusion is, 
‘I find said statement to be substantially true/ The 
adverb ‘substantially’ would seem to indicate that the 
referee meant that the statement was ‘in the main' 
true. 

Even this would not be sufficient. The statement 
must be either true or false and it was plainly false. 
In re Ernst, 2 Cir., 107 F. 2d 700.” 

In re Boyd, E. D. N. Y., 1-15-40, Inch, J., 34 F. 

Supp. 605. 

also 

“When a lender asks a borrower how much he owes, 
and the borrower sets a figure without qualification, 
the lender properly understands that the borrower is 
telling what he knows; not indeed accurately to the 
cent, but certainly that lie is not speaking at random. 
If he is merely guessing at the right amount—which 
it is necessarily within his power to ascertain—his 
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answer is untruthful unless he in some wav conditions 

* 

it. It may be morally worse to tell what he knows to 
be false, but it is as deliberate a deceit to give an 
appearance of accuracy to what one knows to be a 
shot in the dark. Lehigh Zinc & Iron Co. v. Bamford, 
350 U. S. G65, 14 S. Ct. 219, 37 L. Ed. 1215; Barnes 
v. Union Pacific By., 8 Cir., 54 F. 87; Williams v. 
Green, 4 Cir., 23 F. 2d 796. In the case at bar, the 
lender was bound to suppose that the bankrupt knew 
that his debts were $75., and the bankrupt deliberately 
deceived it, when he answered knowing that he did 
not know and making no effort to find out. His an¬ 
swer imported a better acquaintance, a greater sense 
of responsibility, than in fact he had. Order affirmed.” 

Morris Plan Industrial Bank v. Jms smart, C. C. A. 

2, 116 F. 2d 473. 

In the above case, the liabilities as disclosed by the bank¬ 
rupt in his statement amounted to $75.00 whereas there were 
judgments against him aggregating over $270.00, a difference 
of some $200.00. In the case at bar, the difference between 
the disclosed liabilities and the actual liabilities was over 
$300.00. 

The Court will also notice that the bankrupt in the case at 
bar is employed at a salary of $4500.00 a year (11) and is 
seeking a technical release from his just debts. 

CONCLUSION. 

The order appealed from should be reversed and the mat¬ 
ter remitted to the District Court with directions to enter 
an order denying the discharge. 

Respectfully submitted, 

LUCAS P. LOVING, 
Attorney for Appellant. 

Henry W. Parker, 

of Counsel. 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE UNITED STATES 


FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 

^ i ^ 

In the Matter, 

—OF— 


ALLEN RUSSELL PARKER, JR., 

Bankrupt. 

(Bankruptcy No. 4286.) 

— i m 

SPECIFICATIONS OF OBJECTION. 

i 

The Morris Plan Industrial Bank of New York, of 56 
East 42nd Street, in the County and State of New York, a 
creditor of the above bankrupt, hereby objects to the grant¬ 
ing to said bankrupt of a discharge from his debts and speci¬ 
fies the following as the grounds of objection: 

First: That the bankrupt obtained money on credit or 
an extension or renewal of credit by making materially false 
statements in writing respecting his financial condition, as 
follows: 

A. On November 6, 1939 the bankrupt obtained a loan 
from this objecting creditor in the amount of $780 and in his 
written application for such loan stated that the total amount 
of his debts was $1,300, that the balance unpaid on install¬ 
ment obligations was $1,100 and that he had no obligations 
or legal claims of any kind whatsoever other than those so 
listed in his application, which statements were false and 
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Specifications of Objection. 

were known by the bankrupt to be false in that in trutli 
and in fact his debts substantially exceeded $1,300 and he 
had a legal, obligation to Fred F. French Management Co. 
for $329.51, and such statements were relied upon by this 
objecting creditor in extending such credit to the bankrupt 
and were materially false. 

B. On or about November 21, 1939 the bankrupt obtained 
a loan in the amount of $200 from Railroad Employees Per¬ 
sonal Loan Company and in a written statement made by 
the bankrupt for the purpose of obtaining such loan stated 
that he did not owe anyone nor were there any claims against 
him except as therein stated, which statements were false 
and were known by the bankrupt to be false in that in truth 
and in fact he then owed Fred F. French Management Co. 
$329.51 and they had a claim against him for such sum, and 
such statement was relied upon by said Railroad Employees 
Personal Loan Co. in extending such credit to the bankrupt 
and was materially false. 

C. (Omitted.) 

The Morris Plan Industrial Bank of New York 
B y: Joseph A. Quigley, 

Asst. Vice-President. 

(Verified July 29, 1943, by Joseph A. Quigley, Asst. 
Vice-President.) 
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STENOGRAPHER’S MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS, 
TRANSACTIONS AND TESTIMONY. 

[SAME TITLE.] 

Washington, D. C., 

Tuesday, September 14, 1943. 

Pursuant to notice theretofore given to all known inter¬ 
ested parties and in accordance with the form of the statute 
in such case made and provided, a meeting of the parties 
in the above-entitled cause was held in the Office of the 
Referee in Bankruptcy of the District Court of the United 
States for the District of Columbia, in the Investment Build¬ 
ing, Washington, D. C., commencing at 2:15 o’clock p.m.. 
Tuesday, September 14, 1943, 

Before: Honorable Fred J. Eden, Referee 

in Bankruptcy of the District Court of the United States for 
the District of Columbia, there being 

Present: 

Mr. Allen Russell Parker, Jr., the bankrupt in person; 

Albert E. Brault, Esquire, in behalf of the bankrupt; and 
Henry W. Parker, Esquire, in behalf of the Objecting Credi¬ 
tor, Morris Plan Industrial Bank of New York. 

Thereupon the following proceedings and transactions 
were had: 

The Referee: Let the record show that this is a hearing on 
the objections filed by- the Morris Plan Industrial Bank of 
New York to the discharge of Allen Russell Parker, Jr., the 
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bankrupt, that the Referee is presiding at this session, and 
that the bankrupt is here in person, and also his attorney, 
Mr. Brault. 

The Objecting Creditor is represented by Henry W. 
Parker. 

All right, we are ready to hear you. 

Mr. Parker: Your Honor, will you swear the bankrupt as 
a witness? 

The Referee: Yes. 

Thereupon Allen Russell Parker, Jr., the bankrupt here¬ 
in, was called as a witness and being then and there duly 
sworn by the Referee, assumed the witness stand and, upon 
examination, testified as follows: 

Direct examination by Mr. Parker: 

Q. Mr. Parker, I ask you to look at your Schedules in 
Bankruptcy and Statement of Affairs filed here, and I ask 
you whether the matters set forth in those papers are true? 
A. To the best of my knowledge, they are. 

Q. Are there any corrections or amendments that you 
know of? A. Unfortunately when I made these out, I didn’t 
have any records. 1 had to do everything from memory. 

Q. Are there any corrections or amendments that you know 
of? A. No. 


Mr. Parker: Now, let the record show that the peti¬ 
tion was filed Mav 12, 1943. 

By Mr. Parker: 

Q. Have you read the objections that were filed? A. I 
have. 

Q. On November 6, 1939, did you obtain a loan from the 
Morris Plan Industrial Bank in the amount of $780? A. E 
did. 
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Q. And did you make a written application for such loan? 
A. Yes. 

Q. And I show you a paper and ask you whether that is 
such application (handing a paper writing to the witness) ? 
A. (After examining the paper writing last referred to) That 
is correct. 

Q. On the second page, is that filled out in your handwrit¬ 
ing? A. Do you mean the signature? 

Q. No. On the second page that you are looking at, which 
is on your left? A. Yes; that is right. 

Q. Is that signed by you at the bottom—signed on the first 
page? A. Yes. 

Q. Open it up. Do you see that wiiite sheet? Does that 
bear your signature? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Was that executed at the same time? A. I believe so. 

Mr. Parker: I ask that these papers be marked in 
evidence. 

Mr. Brault: May I see that, please? 

Mr. Parker: Certainly (handing the paper writing 
to Mr. Brault). 

Mr. Brault: If your Honor please, of course, I 
have never seen this before. The objections of the 
creditor are based on the fact that in making this ap¬ 
plication for a loan in 1939 that the bankrupt failed to 
disclose that he owed certain money to the French 
Management Company in his application for the loan, 
which is referred to in the objections. 

Now, the application for the loan is offered in evi¬ 
dence— 

Mr. Parker: (Interposing) May I interrupt? 

Mr. Brault: Yes. 

Mr. Parker: The objection is that he didn’t state 
the total amount of his obligations—just for clarity. 

Does your Honor have the objections? 

Mr. Brault: Well, one of the objections is that he 
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had a legal obligation to the French Management 
Company of $329.41, which he failed to disclose in his 
application, and the point I wish to make is that there 
is no provision in the application for disclosing them. 

By the Referee: 

Q. Is that the application you signed at the time you got 
the loan? A. Yes. 

Mr. Brault: That is the testimony. 

The Referee: I will permit it to be introduced. 
Will you mark this Objecting Creditor’s Exhibit No. 

1 ? 

Mr. Parker: And that is to include the white sheet, 
which the bankrupt identified as being signed by him, 
but not the yellow sheet. I asked the bankrupt if he 
signed this, and he said “yes”. It will be deemed as 
received in evidence? 

The Referee: Yes. 

Mr. Parker: Is there any objection to that? 

Mr. Brault: No. 

(Thereupon the paper writing referred to was re¬ 
ceived in evidence and marked Objecting Creditor’s 
Exhibit No. 1.) 

By Mr. Parker: 

Q. Now, Mr. Parker, in November, 1939, what would you 
say was the total amount of your debts? A. That I could 
not say. 

Q. Well, now, you list in the application an unpaid balance 
on loan obligations of $1,100. Is that correct? A. I pre¬ 
sume that is correct. 

Q. Now, can you tell by looking at your Statement of 
Affairs or by looking at your Schedules in Bankruptcy what 
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other obligations yon had in November, 1939? A. Well, there 
probably were some other obligations, but at the time of 
making the loan I told my entire story to the examiner, and 
I filled out the application according to the way he told me 
to fill it out. 

Q. Did he tell you to put down anything untrue in the 
application? A. No. 

Q. I notice the Referee’s file has a Proof of Claim from 
John Wanamaker? A. That is right. 

Q. From which it appears that in January, 1939, you pur¬ 
chased a piano and bench on time? A. That is right. 

Q. Is that correct? Was that an installment purchase? 
A. Yes, it was. 

Q. How were you supposed to pay for them? A. I was 
supposed to pay for them in monthly installments. The 
piano was unsatisfactory and I asked them to take it back, 
and they refused to do so. 

Q. What were the terms of the agreement between you 
and John Wanamaker when you bought it? Were they 
monthly payments? A. How much were the payments? 

Q. Yes, sir. A. I don’t recall exactly. I think it was 
seven or eight dollars a month. 

Q. I see here one credit for $30 and another for $24.99? A. 
That would be about right. 

Q. Did your purchase with interest amount to $347.52— 
that is, on the piano? A. Right. 

Q. How was that $347.52 and interest supposed to have 
been paid back? A. As I recall, it was on a three-year note 
for a small monthly payment. 

Q. About eight dollars a month? A. Seven or eight dol¬ 
lars a month, as I recall it. 

Q. That was one of the matters which you included in this 
statement; is that right? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. When were you divorced? A. My divorce was finalized, 
if I remember correctly, about some time in January, 1941. 
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Q. Now, had you been working for the Barrett Company 
right along? A. I worked for the Barrett Company from 
December, 1927, until- 

By the Referee: 

Q. What year? A. 1927. I have forgotten the exact date 
I left. It was May or June, 1940. 

By Mr. Parker: 

Q. When did you first get into matrimonial difficulties? 
A. From the beginning. 

The Referee: What has that to do with his dis¬ 
charge in bankruptcy? 

Mr. Parker: I am trying to tie up certain things, 
your Honor, to see whether they tie in with this credit 
statement. 

By Mr. Parker: 

Q. Were you living in Tudor City? Is that from whom you 
rented, from the Fred F. French Management Company? Was 
your wife living with you at that time? >. No. 

Q. She wasn’t? A. No. 

Q. When did the obligation to the Fred F. French Manage¬ 
ment Company arise? A. When did it arise? 

Q. Yes. A. That is a difficult question to answer. I sup¬ 
pose it arose when I signed the lease. 

Q. Well, you moved out from there? A. I was dispos¬ 
sessed. 

Q. And at the time you were dispossessed you owed back 
rent? A. I considered that my roommate owed most of the 
money. 

Q. Was your roommate on the lease? A. No; unfortun¬ 
ately. 
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Q. Do you consider that you have a claim against him 
for that? A. I have a moral claim against him for that if I 
could ever find him. 

Q. Was there any arrangement between you and this room¬ 
mate that he was to share the expenses of that apartment? 
A. There certainly was but it was verbal. 

Q. Did you list any such claim against any person in your 
Schedules of Bankruptcy? A. No. I have no legal claim, 
except a moral claim. 

Q. Did you know at the time you made this application 
to the Morris Plan that you were indebted to the Fred F. 
French Management Company for some three hundred odd 
dollars? A. I considered he was primarily indebted. 

Mr. Parker: I would like to have an answer to the 
question. Will you read the question again? 

The Reporter: (Reading) “Q. Do you know at the 
time you made this application to the Morris Plan that 
you were indebted to the Fred F. French Management 
Company for some three hundred odd dollars?” 

The Witness: No. 

By Mr. Parker: 

Q. Did you intend to pay it? A. I intended to pay my 
share. 

Q. I show you a letter and ask you whether that is written 
by you (handing a paper writing to the witness) ? A. (After 
examining the paper writing last referred to) That is cor¬ 
rect. That is. 

Mr. Parker: I offer that in Evidence. 

Mr. Brault: All right. 

The Referee: Mark it Objecting Creditor’s Exhibit 
No. 2. 

(Thereupon the paper writing referred to was re- 
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ceived in evidence and marked Objecting Creditor's 
Exhibit No. 2.) 

By Mr. Parker: 

Q. I show you another letter (handing a paper writing to 
the witness). Was this written by you? A. (After exam¬ 
ining the paper writing last referred to) Yes, sir; that is my 
handwriting. 

Mr. Parker: I offer that in evidence. 

The Witness: Years ago I hoped to pay the whole 
thing at that time but I still didn’t feel it was my ob¬ 
ligation. 

(Thereupon the paper writing referred to was re¬ 
ceived in evidence and marked Objecting Creditor’s 
Exhibit No. 3.) 

By Mr. Parker: 

Q. I show you another letter and ask you whether this 
was written by you (handing a paper writing to the wit¬ 
ness)? A. (After examining the paper writing last referred 
to) That is correct. 

Mr. Parker: I offer that letter in evidence. 
(Thereupon the paper writing referred to was re¬ 
ceived in evidence and marked Objecting Creditor's 
Exhibit No. 4.) 

By Mr. Parker: 

Q. Thereafter did the Fred F. French Management Com¬ 
pany obtain a judgment against you in Massachusetts? A. 
No. 

Q. Did they sue you in Massachusetts? A. No. 

Q. Did they ever place the matter in the hands of an at- 
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torney in New York? A. If I remember correctly, they 
placed it in the hands of an attorney in Boston. 

Q. That was Lloyd Makepeace? A. That is right. 

Q. And prior to that time had you received any communi¬ 
cations from Leonard Bronner, an attorney in New York 
City? A. I think I did receive one letter from a New York 
attorney and it might have been by that name. I can’t re¬ 
call. 

Q. I show this letter and ask you if that refreshes your 
recollection (handing a paper writing to the witness)? A. 
(After examining the paper writing last referred to) That is 
correct. Then I think he turned it over to Makepeace in 
Boston. 

Mr. Parker: I would like to offer that letter in evi¬ 
dence. 

Mr. Brault: Of course, this is subsequent to the 
date of the application, 1940, a whole year later. I 
don’t know whether that is material. 

Mr. Parker: This is merely offered on the ques¬ 
tion of credibility and to show what he said about pay¬ 
ing his share and the roommate paying his is not re¬ 
flected in his correspondence. 

(Thereupon the paper writing referred to was re¬ 
ceived in evidence and marked Objecting Creditor’s 
Exhibit No. 5.) 

V 

By Mr. Parker: 

Q. What is your present salary? A. $4,500. 

Mr. Brault: I object to that, if your Honor please 

The Referee: That has nothing to do with this dis¬ 
charge. The issue here is whether or not this applica- 
. tion was false. 
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By Mr. Parker: 

Q. Now, according to your Schedules in Bankruptcy you 
were indebted to Rogers Peet for at least $75 in October, 1939? 
Is that right? A. I imagine that is correct As I said before, 
I told my entire story at the time of negbtiating this loan 
to the examiner. 

Q. This wasn’t your first loan at the Morris Plan, was 

it? A. I had a much larger loan at one time. 

» * • * » 

Q. Do you remember that the examiner talked this over 
with you and wrote down the amounts of the monthly pay¬ 
ments you were making so as to arrive at a figure for the 
month? A. That I don’t recall. 

Q. Well, now, would you say that the memorandum on this 
Exhibit No. 1 was correct so far as your installment obliga¬ 
tions were concerned? A. What is the date of this memo¬ 
randum? 

Q. Well, it is on the paper. It is dated November 2. A. 
I don’t know’. 

Mr. Brault: I submit, I object to the question be¬ 
cause that memorandum is not part of the application. 

The Referee: You can cross-examine him on that 
later. 

The Witness: I imagine it is all right, but it is not 
my writing on this, and it is a long time ago. 

By Mr. Parker: 

Q. You have no w’av of telling at the present time from any 
data that you kept, from your coupon books, or anything 
like that just what your obligations w’ere on November 2, 
1939? A. No. 

Q- But you did know’ that at that time in addition to 
these installment obligations you did have an obligation to 
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the Fred F. French Management Company? A. 1 expected 
it to be paid by another person. 

By the Referee: 

Q. I didn’t hear that? A. I expected it to be paid by an¬ 
other person. 

By Mr. Parker: 

Q. What was the basis of your expectation? A. The basis 
of what? 

Q. What was the basis of your expectation? A. What do 
you mean by the basis? 

By the Referee : 

Q. What reason did you have to expect someone else to 
pay it? A. I had known this fellow for several years. 

By Mr. Parker: 

Q. By the way, what is his name? A. Carl Grovert. 

Q. Carl Grovert? A. Yes, sir. I had known him for some 
time, and he had always lived well, and he was going through 
the same experience that I was at the time, which was a 
marital separation, and inasmuch as I had to do a lot of 
traveling for the Barrett Company, it seemed to be a good 
idea for us to go together. I had leased the apartment my¬ 
self and shortly after leasing it I took him in with me. 

Q. Why did you give up the apartment? A. As I said be- 
fore, I was dispossessed. 

Q. Why were you dispossessed? A. For non-payment of 
rent. 

Q. Were you employed by the Barrett Company during 
that time? A. That is right. 

Q. What was the reason you didn’t pay the rent? A. Be¬ 
cause it was primarily his obligation and because I was away 
most of the time. 
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Q. You were receiving your salary from the Barrett Com¬ 
pany right along? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Had any attachments been made on your salary or any 
support order issued in connection with the legal proceed¬ 
ings by your wife at that time? 

Mr. Brault: I object to that. 

The Referee: How would that affect the issue here 
one way or the other? The issue here is whether this 
application is true or false, and the burden is on you. 
Mr. Parker: All right. 

By Mr. Parker : 

Q. According to your schedules you owed Doctor Krebs 
$190 for dental work; isn’t that right? A. In a way that is 
right, yes. 

Q. Your schedules are true, aren’t they, Mr. Parker? A. 
Yes. 


Mr. Brault: What is the date? 

Mr. Parker: September, 1939. 

The Witness: May I intercede for a moment? 

By Mr. Parker: 

Q. Besides the piano account with John Wanamaker, you 
had an open charge account, isn’t that right? A. Yes; that 
is correct. 

Q. Well, now, it would appear from this application, Mr. 
Parker, that in addition to your installment obligations you 
owed about $200 outside. Is that right? A. That could be 
correct. 

Q. That is how it appears to you looking at that; is that 
right? A. I told my entire story to the examiner. 

Q. We heard that twice. I wonder if you can answer my 
questions? Will you read the last question? 
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The Reporter: (Reading) “Q. Well, now, it would 
appear from this application, Mr. Parker, that in ad¬ 
dition to your installment obligation you owed about 
$200 outside. Is that right? A. That could be cor¬ 
rect. 

Q. That is how it appears to you looking at that; is 
that right?” 

The Witness: I owed some money. I can’t recall 
the exact amount. They weren’t important. 

By Mr. Parker: 

Q. What it says there is that you owe $1,300, and then you 
list separately $1,100 of installment obligations; is that 
right? A. No, I don’t think that is the way this thing reads. 
It savs: What is the total amount of vour debts, and it savs: 
$1,300, and it says: Unpaid balance of $1,100. 

Q. You take that unpaid balance along the line there. 
That refers to the installment obligations, does it not? It 
says original amount and unpaid balance? A. Yes. 

Q. So the $1,100 figure refers to installment obligations 
and the $1,300 figure refers to total debts; is that correct? 
A. $1,300 is the total amount of debts. 

Q. Well, now, it appears, Mr. Parker, from your Schedules 
in Bankruptcy that your outside debts were over $600. I 
refer specifically to the item of $190 to Doctor Krebs, $350 
for the Fred F. French Management Company, and $75 to 
Rogers Peet, which add up to about $650. That added to the 
$1,100 of installment obligations would make your total 
debts some $1,715; is that right? A. I rather object to this. 

Mr. Brault: Try to answer the questions. 

The Witness: That adds up correctly. 

By Mr. Parker : 

Q. Now, did you owe $1,715 when you made that applica¬ 
tion? A. I didn’t consider that I did. 
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Q. You don’t now consider that you did, is that what you 
mean? You knew in November, 1939, that you owed Doctor 
Krebs that? A. I was having an argument with the doctor 
about it. He did some rotten dental work for me. 

Q. Did you make any payments to him? A. No. I had 
made some previous payments but I hadn’t at that time. 

Q. I notice in your Schedules in Bankruptcy that you 
didn’t list that as a disputed item? A. I put down every¬ 
thing that I could think of that anybody could claim. 

Q. Did you read the papers before you signed them? Did 
you read your Schedules in Bankruptcy? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. You see here (indicating) that it requires you to state 
whether a claim is contingent, unliquidated, or disputed? 
A. I am afraid I didn’t read it quite that carefully. 

Q. So far as the Fred F. French matter goes, there was no 
dispute about that? A. They had a legal claim against me. 

Q. And you knew that? A. Well, obviously. 

Q. And Rogers Peet—there was no dispute about that? 
A. No. Well, yes; in regard to the piano. 

Q. Rogers Peet I am asking about? A. I am sorry. No. 

« * * * * 

Q. Now, after you made this loan of November 6, 1939, 
from the Moms Plan Bank, did you thereafter go to the Rail¬ 
road Employees Personal Loan Company for a loan? A. I 
think so. 

Q. I show you a paper dated November 21, 1939, and I 
ask if it bears your signature and is filled out in your hand¬ 
writing (handing a paper writing to the witness) ? A. (After 
examining the paper writing last referred to) That is cor¬ 
rect. 

Q. That was an application for a loan of $200? A. I 
thought it was more than that. I thought it was $300. I 
might be wrong. Maybe it is $200. 

Mr. Parker: I ask that this be marked in evidence. 

(Thereupon the paper writing referred to was re- 
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ceived in evidence and marked Objecting Creditor’s 
Exhibit No. 6.) 

By Mr. Parker: 

Q. And it is the same explanation, I suppose, for not list¬ 
ing the Fred F. French Management Company here? A. 
Right. 


The Referee: What is the date of that statement? 
Mr. Parker: November 21, 1939. That is approxi¬ 
mated two weeks after the Morris Plan. 

« 

By Mr. Parker: 

Q. Now, at that time, namely, November 21,1939 you knew 
that Doctor Krebs was asserting a claim against you? A. He 
had no claim against me. He only sent me a bill, which I 
didn’t like. I had some very poor dental work done by him, 
and it caused me great expense later on to rectify it. 

Q. Did he send you a bill? A. I believe he did. 

Q. From your letters here, of course, you knew about the 
Fred F. French Management Company claim? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And you got the loan after you gave that statement? A. 
Yes. 


Mr. Parker: All right; that is all. 

Mr. Parker: Will it be conceded—I have Mr. Voll- 
mer here, who is familiar with the Railroad Employees 
Personal Loan Company records—that the amount of 
the application is $200? It appears to be $200. 

Mr. Brault: I will concede that. 

Cross-examination by Mr. Brault: 

Q. Mr. Parker, how long had this friend of yours been liv¬ 
ing with you when you vacated the New York apartment? 
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Do you recall? A. It was several months. I can’t recall 
exactly the exact amount of time. It has been three or four 
months. 

Q. Were you away traveling during that time? A. Yes, 
sir; a great deal. 

Q. What arrangement did you have about the payment of 
the rent for the apartment? A. It was rather a loose ar¬ 
rangement in a way. We had no written agreement, but I 
had known him a long time and he had always made reason¬ 
ably good money as far as I knew. We decided that if I was 
away half the time that the expenses would be prorated. That 
is the whole idea of the thing. 

Q. He did agree to share the expenses of the apartment 
with you? A. Yes, indeed. 

Q. Did he live up to that agreement? A. No, he didn’t. 

Q. Did he pay you anything during that period? A. May¬ 
be two or three dollars, or five dollars, something like that; 
nothing significant. 

Q. What proportion of the total indebtedness at the time 
you were dispossessed from the apartment was due from this 
friend of yours who was living there with you? A. Well, 
that is hard to figure right now, but I would say at least two- 
thirds of it. 

Q. And has he ever paid that? A. No. 

Q. At the time that you made this application for a loan 
with the Morris Plan Bank did you discuss your financial 
condition with the representative of the bank at that time? 
A. Well, as well as I can remember, I sat down and told him 
my whole story from A to Z. 

Q. Did he question you about your indebtedness and so 
forth? A. That is part of these things—yes, that was prob¬ 
ably part of the thing. 

Mr. Parker: I will object to any testimony regard¬ 
ing the conversation, unless the person with whom the 
conversation was had is identified, your Honor. 
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By Mr. Brault: 

Q. Now, Mr. Parker, at the time you.filled out this ap¬ 
plication for the loan was the bank representative present? 

Mr. Parker: I object to that. 

The Referee: I think that is all right. 

Mr. Parker: I withdraw my objection then, of 
course. 

The Witness: Well, naturally he was present. 

By Mr. Brault: 

i 

Q. Was it filled out in his presence? A. Yes, it was; of 
course, it was. 

Q. Did he assist you in filling it out? That is, in answer¬ 
ing any questions you may have had with regard to the ques¬ 
tions on this form? 

Mr. Parker: That is objected to as a grossly im¬ 
proper question. 

The Referee: There is nothing improper about that. 
By the Referee: 

Q. Did he help you fill it out? A. He guided me in filling 
it out. 

By Mr. Brault: 

Q. At the time you answered the question relating to your 
total amount of debts, you filled in this amount of $1,300, did 
you not? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And at the time you filled that in, did you believe that 
was the approximate total of your indebtedness? 

Mr. Parker: That is objected to. 
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The Referee: The objection is overruled. 

The Witness: Yes, sir, I did. 

By Mr. Brault: 

Q. Did you make any statement in this application which 
was false? 

Mr. Parker: That is objected to. That is a mat¬ 
ter for the Referee to determine. 

By the Referee: 

Q. Did you intend to mislead anyone? A. No; I filled out 
the application in good faith. 

The Referee: Whether he knew it was false or not 
is the question. The question is perfectly proper.. 

By Mr. Brault: 

Q. There is a provision here for marking unpaid balances 
on your indebtedness—at that time $1,100. At the time that 
you gave that information or that statement, did that state¬ 
ment represent the amount that was then due and what you 
considered to be your indebtedness at that time? A. Yes; on 
those debts thereupon listed. 

By Mr. Parker: 

Q. The installment debts? A. That is correct. 

By Mr. Brault: 

Q. That included the Wanamaker debt for the piano, did 
it not? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And any outstanding loans? A. Yes, sir. 
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Q. There is no provision in this application, is there, for 
listing all your creditors by name? 

Mr. Parker: I object to that. The application 
speaks for itself. 

The Referee: I don’t think that is proper. I know 
what the statement calls for. 

Mr. Brault: All right. 

The Referee: It is a matter of argument. 

By Mr. Braidt: 

Q. Now, at the time you filled out that application, you had 
received a bill for $190 from Doctor Krebs; is that right? A. 
Yes, sir. 

Q. Did you consider that you owed him $190? A. Cer¬ 
tainly not. I thought he owes me money. I have to have the 
work done all over again. 

Q. And the work had to be done over again by somebody 
else? A. Yes, and by somebody you know too. 

Q. Did you pay him $190? A. I haven’t and I never will. 

Q. Now, in the application which you filed with the Rail¬ 
road Employees Personal Loan Company, you list your total 
debts there at $1,500. At the time that you signed this ap¬ 
plication, did you believe that the figures on that application 
represented your total indebtedness at that time? A. Yes, 
sir, I did. 

Q. Did they represent vour total indebtedness as far as 
you knew? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Did you make any statement in this application that 
was false or intended to mislead the bank in making a loan to 
you? A. No. 


Mr. Brault: That is all. 
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Allen Russell Parker, Jr.—for Objecting Creditor — Redirect. 
Redirect examination by Mr. Parker: 

Q. Yet in that application you didn’t list the Fred F. 
French Management Company? A. Of course not. 

Q. Even though less than three months before that you 
had sent them a check on account? A. I paid them what I 
considered to be my share of the obligation. I made subse¬ 
quent payments after these loans were negotiated. 

Q. You say you think Dr. Krebs owes you money? A. I 
don’t want to get in any argument on that, but he did a very 
unsatisfactory job, and I had to go to a lot of extra dental 
expense to have it rectified. 

Q. Did you assert any claim against him for malpractice? 

A. No. I didn't want to get into dental ethics. 

• » • • * 

The Referee: Taking up this statement that the bankrupt 
gave to the Railroad Employees Personal Loan Company, 
the bankrupt schedules obligations on this application for a 
loan of approximately $1,500. That statement was dated 
November 21, 1939, and the other statement was dated No¬ 
vember 2, 1939. Is that right? 

Mr. Parker: Yes, sir. 

The Referee: In connection with this statement, you have 
indicated in your argument that your testimony shows that 
he should have shown that he owed about $1,700. This state¬ 
ment, which was two weeks later, you say, should have shown 
$2,100. Why the discrepancy in the two weeks? 

Mr. Parker: Well, your Honor has added in here- 

The Referee: (Interposing) Well, that is all right. Be 
that as it may, I do not believe the discrepancy between what 
he might have actually owed at that time, taking into consid¬ 
eration what he possibly thought in good faith he didn’t owe, 
for example, the dentist bill, and if you take off that $200 
approximately, it doesn’t make that statement far wrong. 

Further than that, the statement must not only be false 
but it must be materially false. 
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Allen Russell Parker, Jr.—for Objecting Creditor — Redirect. 

Mr. Parker: Does your Honor hold that $350 is not ma¬ 
terially false? 

The Referee: I do not think that in the amount of that 
loan that that is a material misstatement. That is only one 
of the grounds of your objections. 

It has been well settled by every decision I have ever read 
that there has to be testimony to show that the objecting 
creditor relied upon the falsity of the statement, and there 
is no testimony here that there was any reliance on it. 

Mr. Parker: Mav I refer vour Honor to the Matter of 

•r 4* 

Sheridan and the Matter of Riceputo? 

The Referee: As part of your case in chief, you have to in¬ 
troduce testimony that the statement is relied upon. That is 
why I hold that way. 

Mr. Parker: Will your Honor reserve your ruling until 
you have read the cases I have mentioned? Undoubtedly 
you have them in your library, and I thought you were fa¬ 
miliar with them. 

The Referee: I do not think that you need to infer I do 
not know what I am doing. 

Mr. Parker: Of course not. You must be familiar with these 
cases. Would your Honor grant me the privilege of showing 
you these decisions? 

The Referee: I am not reserving my decision after I have 
announced it. 

I do not think the statement was materially false, as the 
first reason for granting a discharge, and secondly, that there 
has been no testimony showing any reliance on the statement. 

I will keep these exhibits until after the time for the filing 
of an appeal has expired. 

(Thereupon the instant hearing was concluded.) 
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OBJECTING CREDITOR’S EXHIBIT 1. 
(9/14/43) 


Date 11/2/39 

To THE MORRIS PLAN INDUSTRIAL BANK OP NEW 
YORK 

I hereby apply for a loan of $780 for a period of 15 months, 
and offer as security therefor a note signed by me and the co¬ 
makers whose names and statements appear herein or are 
attached to this application. 

I agree to make all instalment payments as required by 
the Bank on or before the day they are due. 

I hereby authorize your Bank to obtain any information 
that you require concerning the statements in this applica¬ 
tion, which shall remain the property of your Bank. 

THE LOAN IS REQUESTED FOR THE PURPOSE STATED BELOW : 


I hereby certify that my true legal name is written below, 
by me, and that all the statements on this and the reverse 
side of this sheet are true and complete, and are made to 
induce the Bank to make this loan. 

ALLEN R. PARKER, JR. 

APPLICANT SIGN FULL NAME 


APPLICANT Answer All Questions In This Column. 
Print Full Name —Do Not Write It —Allen Russell 
Parker, Jr. 

Age—37 

Residence Address, Street Number—307 East 44 St., N. Y. C. 
Residence Phone—Mu. 4-4800 
City—N. Y. State—N. Y. 

How Long at this Address—3 Mos. 
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Objecting Creditor's Exhibits. 

Where did you previously reside—Traveling for Company 
If salaried man, Give name of Company—The Barrett Com¬ 
pany. 

Your position—Exec. Ass’t. 

How long with Present Employer—12 years 
Name and Title of Superior Officer—J. E. Bonnabeau, 
Sales Mgr. 

Address of Your Business or Employer—40 Rector St., 
N. Y. C. 

Business Telephone No.—Wh. 4-0800 
What is your Fixed Salary—$330 per Mo. 

Name of Wife—Edna 

Who Depends on You for Support—Wife and son 
Rent—57.50 per Mo. 

Ever Bankrupt—No 

Are you making instalment payments on a loan or for mer¬ 
chandise? If so, to whom—Morris Plan Bk; Local Loan; 
R. R. Emp. Loan; Wanamaker. 

Original Ain’t—$1700 
Payments—$100 per Mo. 

Unpaid balance—$1100 

What is the total amount of your debts—$1300 
Have you ever been a Borrower on Morris Plan notes—Yes 
Have vou ever been a Co-Maker on Morris Plan notes—No 
If ever any judgments, Garnishments or other legal proceed¬ 
ings, Explain by Letter —None 
At What Bank Do You Carry Checking Account—Corn 
Exchange 

What Branch—Rector St. 

In Whose Name is Checking Account Carried—Own Name. 

BEFORE SUBMITTING APPLICATION PLEASE SEE 
THAT ALL QUESTIONS ARE FULLY ANSWERED. 
THIS WILL INSURE PROMPT SERVICE. 
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Objecting Creditor’s Exhibits. 


approximate figures 


R R Emp. 

Bal 

70— 

monthly about 

% 

12 

Wanamakers 


300— 

ty 


$ 

8 

Local 


150— 

yj 


I 

20 

M. P. 


610— 

tf 


1 

61 


| 101 . 


25116 

THE MORRIS PLAN INDUSTRIAL BANK OF 

NEW YORK, 

Date 


Gentlemen: 

I am applying to you for a loan of $7S0 and in this con¬ 
nection I wish to make the following statement: 

I have no outstanding obligations to any bank, loan com¬ 
pany or finance corporation, nor any suits, judgments or 
legal claims of any kind whatsoever standing against me 
other than those listed in my application. 

I make the above representations for the purpose of ob¬ 
taining credit and with the knowledge that you will rely on 
them. 


Yours very truly, 


Form 826 


ALLEN R. PARKER JR. 

C/H Y18517 
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OBJECTING CREDITOR'S EXHIBIT 2. 

(9/13/43) 

May 8,1939 

Mr. Wm. Windhorst 
Fred F. French Mgt. Co. 

Dear Mr. Windhorst: 

I deeply regret that unexpected and extraordinary circum¬ 
stances compelled me to relinquish my apartment #1516 
Prospect Tower. 

The purpose of this letter is to assure you that it is my 
intention and desire to meet the outstanding obligation in 
full and I trust you will accept this letter in the spirit in 
which it is written. 

Very truly yours, 

A. R. PARKER JR. 


OBJECTING CREDITOR'S EXHIBIT 3. 
(9/13/43) 

40 Rector St. 

New York City 
July 10,1939. 

Fred F. French Mgt. Co. 

Attention: Mr. Wm. Windhorst 
Dear Sir: 

I wish to apologize for not having replied earlier to your 
letter of May 25th but I have been out of town for several 
weeks and your letter was held pending my return. 

Unfortunately I am still unable to meet the account which 
is still open; namely the final bill of mine at #1615 Prospect. 
However, I do hope to find a way to refinance myself at an 
early date. Is their some way this amount can be paid off 
in installments? 

Very truly yours, 

ALLEN R. PARKER JR. 
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OBJECTING CREDITOR’S EXHIBIT 4. 
(9/13/43) 


Nov. 6, 1939 

Fred F. French Mgt. Co. 

Dear Mr. Windhorst— 

Please accept the enclosed check as a very small payment 
against my account—Apt. #1615 at 45 Prospect Place. 

Things are beginning to look better for me. If you can 
continue to “go along” I’ll be able to clear the debt within 
a reasonable time. 

—A. R. PARKER JR. 


OBJECTING CREDITOR’S EXHIBIT 5. 
(9/13/43) 

17 Cypress Road 
Wellesley Hills, Mass. 

November 16, 1940 

Mr. Leonard Bronner Jr. 

120 Broadway 
New York City 

Dear Sir: 

Your letter of November 4th has been forwarded to me here. 
I regret that I am unable to pay the sum of $329.51 to Pros¬ 
pect Hill Apartments, Inc., because I am unemployed and 
have no assets. 

I am hopeful that my situation will soon change for the bet¬ 
ter, but until I have funds available there is no way I can 
satisfy my creditors. 

Please note that I am no longer at 40 Rector Street, New 
York City. 

Very truly yours, 


ALLEN R. PARKER JR. 
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OBJECTING CREDITOR'S EXHIBIT 6. 
(9/13/43) 


7804 

Statement for Purpose of Obtaining a Loan or 
Extension of Credit 


(To be correctly filled out in the handwring of the applicant) 


For the specific purpose of obtaining a loan or an extension 
of credit from RAILROAD EMPLOYEES' PERSONAL 
LOAN COMPANY upon a note with respect to which I am 
the maker, a co-maker or a guarantor, I hereby make the fol¬ 
lowing statements: 

My present wages or salary is $330.00 per mo. (If none, so 
state) 

My present income other than wages or salary is None per 
mo. (If none, so state) 

I am not the maker of any note or a party to any agree¬ 
ment and I am not a co-maker, surety, endorser or guarantor 
on the note of or with respect to the contract of, any other 
person, except the following: (If none, so state). 

Co-Maker for Marv J. Burke—National Citv 
R. R. Employees Loan Co.—Bal. $70 being renewed. 

I do not owe any money to anyone, nor has any person 
made any claim against me, nor have I incurred any other 
indebtedness or liabilities, contingent or otherwise, or en¬ 
tered into any obligation of any kind whatsoever, not herein¬ 
above listed, except as follows: (If none, so state). 


Name of Creditor 
or Claimant 


Amount of Date 

Indebtedness Indebtedness or 
or Claim Claim Incurred 


Status of 
Indebtedness 
or Claim 


Morris Plan 
Local Loan 
Stores 


780 11-1-39 Payments up 

150 1-1-39 to date 

500 


Except as hereinafter indicated to the contrary: I am not 
a party defendant in any pending court action or proceed- 
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Objecting Creditor’s Exhibit*. 


i 

ing; I have not been adjudicated a bankrupt; I am not a 
party to any proceeding under the Federal Bankruptcy Act 
as Amended; There are no judgments outstanding against 
me; I have not made any assignment of my wages; There are 
no undisposed of garnishment or other actions or proceedings 
against my salary, wages, or property. (If none, so state) 
None 

THE FOREGOING STATEMENT IS MADE BY ME 
WITH THE INTENT THAT IT SHALL BE RELIED 
UPON BY RAILROAD EMPLOYEES’ PERSONAL LOAN 
COMPANY IN EXTENDING CREDIT TO ME AND WITH 
THE UNDERSTANDING THAT ANY MATERIALLY 
FALSE STATEMENT MADE BY ME HEREIN MAY 
SUBJECT ME TO THE PENALTIES PRESCRIBED BY 
LAW FOR OBTAINING MONEY OR CREDIT BY 
MEANS OF A FRAUDULENT STATEMENT. 

Dated Nov. 21, 1939. Allen R. Parker Jr. 


Witness K. A. Krueger 
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PETITION FOR REVIEW. 

[SAME TITLE.] 

Now comes the Morris Plan Industrial Bank of New York 
objecting creditor herein, being aggrieved by the order of the 
Referee made September 15th, 1943 a copy of which order is 
hereto annexed, and petitions for a review of said order by 
a judge and specifies the following errors with respect there¬ 
to: 

First: That said order is erroneous in that it dismissed 
the specifications of objections to the bankrupt’s discharge 
filed herein by your petitioner for, 

A. The Referee erred in holding that reasonable grounds 
for believing that the bankrupt had committed the acts 
charged in the specification of objection was not shown by 
the evidence produced at the hearing; 

B. It was error for the Referee to hold that where, as 
here, it was shown that materially false statements in writing 
had been made for the purpose of obtaining credit and that 
the credit requested had been obtained, reliance on the state¬ 
ments will not be presumed; 

C. It was error for the Referee to hold that the omission 
of a debt of $350 was not material in statements made for 
the purpose of obtaining credit. 

The Morris Plan Industrial IBank op New York 
B v: Clinton T. Miller, 

Vice-President. 

(Verified September 22, 1943 by Clinton T. Miller.) 


ORDER OF REFEREE. 


(Same as Order printed at page 37.) 
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REFEREE’S CERTIFICATE ON REVIEW. 

[SAME TITLE.] 

To the Honorable Judges of the District Court of the 
United States for the District of Columbia, holding Bank¬ 
ruptcy Court: 

I, Fred J. Eden, Referee in Bankruptcy, in charge of the 
above-entitled bankruptcy proceedings, do hereby certify: 

That in the course of the said proceedings an order was 
entered herein on September 15th, 1943, overruling objections 
filed by the Morris Plan Industrial Bank of New York, to 
the discharge of the above-named bankrupt. A copy of the 
said order is hereto annexed and made part thereof. 

On September 23rd, 1943, the said Morris Plan Industrial 
Bank of New York, aggrieved at the said order of the Referee, 
filed its Petition for a Review thereof. The said Petition for 
Review is likewise hereto annexed and made part hereof. 

The questions presented by the said Petition for Review 
are the following: 

1. Whether or not the testimony at the hearing estab¬ 
lished that there were reasonable grounds for believ¬ 
ing that the bankrupt had committed the acts charged 
in the specifications of objections filed herein. 

2. Whether or not it was error for the Referee to hold 
that the testimony did not show that the creditor had 
relied on the alleged false statement in writing signed 
by the bankrupt. 

3. W'hether or not it was error for the Referee to hold 
that the financial statement was not materially false. 

The bankrupt filed his voluntary petition in bankruptcy 
on May 12th, 1943, and was adjudicated bankrupt the same 
day and the proceedings referred to the undersigned Referee 
in Bankruptcy. On June 1st, 1943, the Referee signed an 
order fixing the 2nd day of August, 1943, as the last date for 
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Referee's Certificate on Review. 

filing objections to the bankrupt’s discharge, notice of which 
was given to all scheduled creditors and other persons in 
interest. Pursuant to this notice, The Morris Plan Indus¬ 
trial Bank of New York, 56 East 42nd Street, City of New 
York, State of New York, a creditor duly scheduled in this 
proceeding by the bankrupt, filed specifications in opposition 
to the bankrupt’s discharge. The said Specifications in Op¬ 
position to the bankrupt's discharge are hereto annexed and 
made part hereof. They allege specifically that the bankrupt 
obtained credit from the Morris Plan Industrial Bank of 
New York, the Railroad Employees Personal Loan Company, 
and from the Local Loan Co., Inc., based upon a materially 
false statement in writing respecting his financial condition. 
At the hearing held on the said Specifications in Opposition 
to the bankrupt’s discharge on September 14th, 1943, the 
Specifications in Opposition to the bankrupt’s discharge in¬ 
sofar as the Local Loan Company, Inc., was concerned, were 
dismissed, as counsel was not prepared to proceed with proof 
of the charges. The testimony introduced at the hearing, 
therefore, was limited to support the charges that the bank¬ 
rupt had obtained credit from the Morris Plan Industrial 
Bank and the Railroad Employees Personal Loan Company 
as the result of materially false statements in writing re¬ 
specting his financial condition. The transcript of testimony 
taken at the hearing is hereto annexed and made part hereof. 

The objecting creditor, Morris Plan Industrial Bank of 
New York, attempted to prove the specifications in objection 
to the bankrupt’s discharge solely by the testimony of the 
bankrupt. From this testimony the Referee, in effect, found 
as follows: 

1. That the creditor had not shown to the satisfaction of 
the Referee that reasonable grounds existed for believ¬ 
ing that the bankrupt had committed the act charged. 

2. That the creditor had not shown that it had relied on 
the alleged false statement in writing. 
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Referee's Certificate on Revietc. 

3. That the statements in writing, although false, were 
not materially false. 

4. That the testimony failed to show any intent to de¬ 
ceive the objecting creditor at the time the financial 
statements in writing were given. 

The following is a brief statement of the testimony relating 
to the two objections to the bankrupt’s discharge, both being 
based upon Section 14, subd. 3 of the Act of Congress relating 
to bankruptcy, which provides that the 

“Court shall grant the discharge unless satisfied that 
the bankrupt has * * * obtained money or property on 
credit, or obtained an extension or renewal of credit, 
by making or publishing in any manner whatsoever, a 
materially false statement in writing respecting his 
financial condition.” 

MORRIS PLAN INDUSTRIAL BANK 

The bankrupt admitted making an application to the said 
bank for a loan on November 2nd, 1939. The application, 
also referred to as a Financial Statement, is in writing and 
is Objecting Creditor’s Exhibit 1. The bankrupt admitted 
obtaining a loan in the sum of $780.00 on that date from the 
bank. The statement signed by the bankrupt revealed that 
he owed a total of $1,300.00, $1,100.00 of which was owing 
on account of installment obligations. The balance of 
$200.00 is not identified. On the bankrupt’s schedules of his 
obligations filed in the bankruptcy proceedings, it appears 
that in November, 1939, he owed the following debts: 


Rogers Peet Company $ 75.00 

John Wanamaker Company 80.00 

Fred French Management Company 349.51 

Anton J. Krebs 190.00 


$694.51 



Referee's Certificate on Review. 

In his Financial Statement, the identity of the creditors 
to whom lie owed $200.00 is not disclosed. The contention 
is, therefore, that the statement is materially false by rea¬ 
son of an understatement of the bankrupt’s debts by $494.51 
($694.51 minus $200.00). 

In explanation, the bankrupt testified that the debt to 
Anton J. Krebs, a dentist, was disputed, that he had not 
paid this item and never would as the work was unsatisfac¬ 
tory and had to be done over again by another dentist and 
that he did not believe that he owed Dr. Krebs anything. 
Since there is no testimony that the bankrupt was not acting 
in good faith in this belief, he was justified in not including 
the item of $190.00 in his financial statement. Deducting 
this item from the alleged discrepancy, would involve a mis¬ 
statement of the debts owing by the bankrupt at the time 
of the application of $304.51. Considering the amount of 
the loan, namely, $780.00, the amount of the debts disclosed 
by the bankrupt, namely $1,300.00, the Referee did not con¬ 
sider the discrepancy of $304.51 as making the financial 
statement “materially false”. No testimony was introduced 
to show that the creditor had relied on the statement. The 
objecting creditor contends that reliance shall be “presumed”. 
It is well settled that the decision to give credit must have 
been induced by the false statement. (Collier on Bank¬ 
ruptcy, 14th Ed. page 1347, par. 14.39 and numerous cases 
there cited.) It is also generally held that it is not suffi¬ 
cient to show that the statement is incorrect in fact. It 
must be materially false. (Collier on Bankruptcy 14th Ed. 
page 1349, and cases there cited.) And it is also generally 
held that an intent to defraud is essential. (Collier on Bank¬ 
ruptcy, 14th Ed. page 1351, par. 14.40, and cases there cited.) 

RAILROAD EMPLOYEES’ PERSONAL LOAN CO. 

The bankrupt admitted making an application in writing, 
also referred to as the Financial Statement, on November 
12th, 1939, for a loan of $200.00, and receiving a loan in that 
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Referee’s Certificate on Review. 

amount. The application signed by the debtor at the time 
indicated that he owed obligations of $1,430.00 as follows: 

Morris Plan Bank $780.00 

Local Loan Co. 150.00 

Stores 500.00 

As in the application for a loan from the Morris Plan 
Bank, the identity of the creditors to w’hom the debtor owed 
$500.00 is not revealed on the application, introduced as 
Objecting Credtor’s Exhibit #6. The debtor’s schedules re¬ 
veal that at the time of the signing of this financial state¬ 
ment on November 21st, 1939, he owed the following obliga¬ 
tions : 


Rogers Peet 

$ 75.00 

J. Wanamaker 

80.00 

Fred French 

349.51 

Anton J. Krebs 

190.00 


$694.51 


The total of these obligations admittedly owing by the 
bankrupt in his schedules as of November 21st, 1939, 
amounted to $694.51. In his application he stated that he 
owed to “stores” (unidentified) $500.00. The discrepancy, 
if any, appears to be only $194.51. His explanation con¬ 
cerning the amount of the claim of Dr. Anton J. Krebs is 
the same, namely that he did not believe that he owed it. 
Excluding this item from his statement, it appears that he 
has over-stated his obligations rather than understating 
them. The Referee thereupon, for the same reasons as stated 
in connection with the financial statement held by the Morris 
Plan Industrial Bank, entered an order overruling the ob¬ 
jections to discharge as not sustained. 

Annexed hereto, forming the record on review, are the fol¬ 
lowing documents: 
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Order Dismissing Objections. 

1. Specifications in Opposition to the Bankrupt’s Dis¬ 
charge filed by the Morris Plan Industrial Bank. 

2. Transcript of the Testimony, together with Exhibits. 

3. Copy of Order of the Referee, overruling said objec¬ 
tions. 

4. Petition of Morris Plan Industrial Bank for a review 

of said order. ^ * 

Respectfully submitted, 

(Signed) FRED J. EDEN, 
Referee in Bankruptcy. 

Dated, October 14, 1943. 


ORDER DISMISSING OBJECTIONS. 

[SAME TITLE.] 

Upon consideration of the objections filed herein by the 
Morris Plan Industrial Bank of New York to the discharge 
of the above-named bankrupt, the said objections having been 
heard at a hearing at which all parties in interest were pres¬ 
ent or represented, and it appearing that the said objections 
have not been sustained, it is this 15th day of September, 
1943, 

Ordered, that the said objections be and the same are here¬ 
by dismissed. 

By The Court: 

(Signed) FRED J. EDEN, 
Referee in Bankruptcy. 


Copy to Interested Parties. 
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ORDER APPEALED FROM. 

(Dismissing Petition for Review.) 

[SAME TITLE.] 

Upon consideration of the petition for review of the Order 
of the Referee made September 15th, 1943, and upon consid¬ 
eration of all of the objections to said Order of the Referee 
contained in said petition, it is by the Court this 20th day 
of December, 1943, 

Adj udgED j|jjf> rdand Deceeed that said petition for re¬ 
view. of the Order^Tt^ Referee made September 15th, 1943 
be and the same is hereby dismissed, and the Order of the 
Referee entered herein on the 15th day of September be and 
the same is hereby confirmed. 

F. DICKINSON LETTS, 

Justice. 


(3981) 


Altxxt Pum, Brooklyn. N. Y., Til. TRianclz 5-1058-1059 









